tfnbhss  ^unisljment. 


A 

PECIAL  DISCOUESE, 


DELIVERED  FEBRUARY  6,  1859, 


I&EV.  ID.  G-JDN-S, 

PASTOR  OP  THE  GERMAN  REFORMED  CHURCH, 
HARRISBURG,  PA. 


i 


HARRISBURG: 

“TELEGRAPH”  STEAM  JOB  PBtSTINO  OFFICE. 

18  5 9. 


-U 


"3* 


«k; 

/ 


“ 

' 


CORRESPONDENCE. 


Harrisburg,  February  7,  1859. 

tv.  D.  Gant : 

Dear  Sir  : — The  undersigned  having  heard  with  pleasure  and  profit 
inrsermon  on  the  truth  of  “ Endless  Punishment,”  delivered  on  Sun- 
iy,  the  6th  inst.,  and  being  of  the  opinion  that  it  is  calculated  to  do 
■eat  good,  respectfully  request  the  MS.  for  publication. 

Yours,  &c.. 


A.  J.  Herr, 
Benjamin  Buck, 
John  A.  Smull, 
D.  W.  Gross, 
Geo.  Z.  Kunkel, 
Daniel  Sheesley 


Geo.  P.  Wiestling, 
Joshua  M.  Wiestling, 
J.  Gilbert  Herr, 

J.  G.  Wiestling, 
Kobt.  L.  Muench, 


Harrisburg,  February  21,  1859. 

’o  Col.  A.  J.  Herr,  Geo.  P.  Wiestling,  and  others  : 

Gentlemen  : — Hoping  that  the  sermon  on  “Endless  Punishment” 
lay  accomplish  instrumentally  the  good  of  which  you  speak,  I here- 
rith  place  the  MS.  at  your  disposal. 

Yours,  very  truly,  D.  Gans. 
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PREFACE. 


The  main  positions  in  the  following  production  were 
:sented  by  the  writer,  a few  weeks  ago,  to  his  people  in 
form  of  a sermon.  After  complying  with  the  request 
several  members  of  the  congregation  to  have  it  published 
hoping  that  it  might  instrumentally  effect  some  good — 
i the  process  of  re-writing  it  with  a view  to  publication, 
le  material  increased  so  greatly  that  in  a very  short  time 
e ordinary  limits  of  a sermon  were  transcended.  Once 
'er  these  bounds,  we  gave  free  scope  to  the  thought  as 
occurred,  and  wrote  on  to  the  end  without  any  care  as 
size  or  bulk,  still  retaining,  however,  the  sermon  form 
th  which  we  commenced.  This  will  explain  why  the 
oduction,  being  lengthy  as  it  is,  still  retains  the  title  of 
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We  have  selected  these  words  with  a view  to  show,  by  way 
contrast,  the  eternity  of  punishment.  There  are  many  other  pa 
sages  which  contain  clearly  and  directly  the  same  idea,  but  no) 
where  the  logical  necessity  of  the  doctrine  is  so  great  and  unyiel 
ing.  We  shall  not  divert  or  confuse  the  mind  by  directing  it 
different  scriptures  involving  the  idea  of  endless  punishmer 
Our  only  inquiry  is,  What  does  the  text  teach?  This  is  all.  N 
whether  this  teaching  is  according  to  the  fancies  of  our  mind 
or  the  desires  of  our  hearts ; not  whether  it  is  the  creed  of  th 
one,  or  the  creed  of  that  one ; not  whether  it  is  popular,  or  u 
popular.  With  all  this  we  have  simply  nothing  to  do  now.  0 
business,  as  intelligent  and  responsible  beings,  is,  first  to  asct 
tain,  second  to  believe,  and  third  to  do,  what  God  teaches;  ai 
this,  whatever  may  be  our  present  disinclination,  we  will  all 
last  be  compelled  to  do  ; for  whether,  in  the  end,  we  shall  ri 
up  to  heaven,  or  sink  down  to  hell,  in  either  case  we  shall  bo 
know,  believe  and  do  what  God  has  taught. 

I.  Now,  looking  at  these  words  as  they  pass  one  by  one  fro: 
the  lips  of  the  Great  Teacher,  we  cannot  fail  to  perceive  that! 
first  great  truth  which  they  imply  is  man’s  immortality.  T1 
much  certainly  is  clear ; and  with  this  doctrine  we  know  of  no: 
who  will  be  disposed  to  find  fault,  or  to  which  any  one  will  fit 
objection.  To  be  immortal — to  live  for  ever — is  the  strong  desi 
of  all.  In  the  text  this  desire  is  not  only  met  and  satisfied  in  t! 
clearest  forms  of  expression,  but  also  in  the  largest  and  fulle 
sense.  The  words  “everlasting”  and  “eternal”  do  not,  as  yi 
will  readily  perceive,  refer  simply  to  the  souls  of  men ; that  wou 
indeed  be  immortality,  but  the  immortality  only  of  part  of  the 
beiDg,  their  souls ; but  they  refer  to  “ these”  and  “ the  rigl 
eous,”  terms  which  plainly  comprehend  the  whole  man,  bod 
soul  and  spirit.  The  body  and  the  soul,  it  is  true,  are  separati 
at  death  ; but  this  separation  no  more  affects  the  immortality 
the  one  than  it  does  that  of  the  other.  The  body  in  the  gra 
does  not  cease  to  be  any  more  than  the  soul  ceases  to  be  at  tl 
point  of  separation.  The  form  of  their  existence  of  course  is  d: 
ferent,  corresponding  with  their  different  and  respective  nature 
but  both  equally  continue  to  exist.  Death  looks  to  the  resurre 
tion,  which  means,  not  that  a new  body  will  be  created  by  til 
power  of  God,  but  that  the  same  body  which  was  buried  shall  li 
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ised  up,  again  united  to  the  same  soul  from  which  it  had  been 
siarated  for  a time,  and  both  together  shall  constitute  one  im- 
r rtal  being.  The  teaching  of  the  Bible  in  regard  to  the  subject 
c immortality  has  reference  always,  in  its  application  to  man, 
r;  to  any  part  of  him,  but  to  man  in  the  totality  of  his  being, 
i luding  all  his  legitimate  and  normal  faculties  of  body,  soul  and 
grit.  There  is  no  proper  ground,  therefore,  to  separate  the  body 
f m the  soul,  as  some  are  in  the  habit  of  doing,  and  then  to  pre- 
date immortality  simply  of  the  first,  as  though  the  cheering  doc* 
tne  had  no  sort  of  connection  with  the  last.  If  the  resurrection 
ia  reality,  and  if  the  re-union  of  soul  and  body  after  the  resur- 
ution  is  a reality,  then  it  follows  plainly  that  man — the  whole 
nn,  including  every  original  part — is  immortal. 

All  this  is  confirmed  in  the  fullest  and  most  triumphant  man- 
:r  in  the  incarnation  of  Jesus  Christ.  The  Eternal  Word, 
■lich  was  in  the  beginning  with  God,  and  which  was  God,  en- 
• red  the  human  nature  under  a vital  form,  and  in  doing  so  gave 
the  body  as  well  as  the  soul  the  power  of  an  endless  existence. 
ie  very  human-divine  presence  of  Him  who  spake  the  words  of 
ir  text,  was  the  fullest  evidence  and  proof  of  the  doctrine  of 
an’s  immortality,  which  he  taught.  He  brought  life  and  im- 
ortality  to  light.  2 Tim.  1 : 10.  But  as  this  doctrine  is  com- 
on  to  hoth  members  of  our  text,  and  is,  moreover,  the  deep  con- 
ction  and  strong  desire  of  all, none  will  doubt  it;  and  we  there- 
re  leave  it  with  this  simple  statement,  and  pass  on. 

II.  The  second  great  truth  taught  us  by  the  text,  and  with 
ijual  point  and  plainness,  is,  that  this  immortality  which  equally 
taches  to  all  men,  will  ultimately,  in  the  case  of  persons  in  dif- 
rent  states  spiritually,  take  two  different  and  opposite  direc- 
ons;  the  one  to  the  region  of  darkness  and  punishment,  the 
her  to  the  kingdom  of  light  and  bliss.  This  thought  is  even 
ore  the  direct  burden  of  the  text  than  the  former,  although  the 
>rmer,  as  a common  basis,  is  also  clearly  contained  in  it.  Im- 
lortality  in  the  way  of  punishment,  and  immortality  in  the  way 
if  life, are  both  taught  in  the  use  of  the  same  words;  and  there- 
>re  it  is  impossible  to  doubt  or  deny  the  one  without  losing  con- 
dence  to  the  same  extent  in  the  other.  “ And  these  shall  go 
way  into  everlasting  punishment ; but  the  righteous  into  iiie 
ternal.” 
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It  is  here  that  the  text  acquires  for  all  minds  its  deepest  an* 
most  solemn  character.  By  a single  stroke  it  presents  the  whol 
scene  of  final  meeting  and  final  parting.  That  this  point  is  tha 
of  the  general  judgment,  all  are  agreed ; indeed,  the  context  ree 
ders  this  so  clear  that  no  one  can  possibly  doubt  in  regard  to  il 
“ When  the  Son  of  man  shall  come  in  his  glory,  and  all  the  hoi 
angels  with  him,  then  shall  he  sit  upon  the  throne  of  his  glory 
and  before  him  shall  be  gathered  all  the  nations;  and  he  shal 
separate  them  one  from  another,  as  the  shepherd  divideth  hi 
sheep  from  the  goats;  and  he  shall  set  the  sheep  on  his  righ 
hand,  but  the  goats  on  the  left:”  v.  31-33.  Here  at  last  al 
shall  be  assembled,  from  Adam  to  the  flood,  from  the  flood  ti 
Christ,  from  Christ  to  the  end  of  the  world;  all, great  and  small 
good  and  bad,  with  their  bodies  gathered  from  the  earth,  the  sea 
the  air,  raised  and  immortalized,  to  be  judged  according  to  thi 
deeds  done  in  the  body.  Rom.  2 : 6.  Now  the  doctrine  heri 
plainly  is,  that  from  this  last  meeting  point  there  will  be  a fina 
parting;  some  will  go  to  everlasting  punishment,  others  to  lif< 
eternal.  u Then  shall  the  king  say  unto  them  on  the  right  hand 
Come , ye  blessed  of  my  Father , inherit  the  kingdom  preparei 
for  you  from  the  foundation  of  the  world:  For  I was  an  hun 
gered,  and  ye  gave  me  meat;  and  was  thirsty,  and  ye  gave  m< 
drink;  I was  a straDger,  and  ye  took  me  in;  naked,  and  y< 
clothed  me  ; I was  sick,  and  ye  visited  me;  I was  in  prison,  anc 
ye  come  unto  me  :”  v.  34-36.  “ Then  shall  he  say  also  unk 

them  on  the  left  hand , Depart  from  me,  ye  cursed,  into  everlast 
ing  fire, prepared  for  the  devil  and  his  angels:  For  I was  at 
hungered,  and  ye  gave  me  no  meat;  I was  thirsty,  and  ye  gavf 
me  no  drink;  I was  a stranger,  and  ye  took  me  not  in;  naked, 
and  ye  clothed  me  not;  sick  and  in  prison,  and  ye  visited  me 
not:”  v.  41-43. 

Whilst  we  are  all  constrained  to  admire  the  beauty  of  this  lan- 
guage, we  are  no  less  compelled,  at  the  same  time,  to  acknow- 
ledge the  eternal  distinction  which  it  makes  between  the  good 
and  the  evil  before,  but  especially  after,  the  judgment. 

But  just  at  this  point  we  hear  the  Universalist  saying : “Ah, 
yes,  but  remember,  sir,  you  have  two  words  in  your  text,  ‘ever- 
lasting’ and  ‘ eternal,’  and  these  are  not  to  be  regarded  as  synony- 
mous in  respect  to  duration.  The  word  eternal  means  endless 
duration,  and  this  sets  forth  the  happy  life  of  all,  in  heaven. 
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foe  word  everlasting  has  regard  to  punishment,  it  is  true,  but 
eans  only  a limited  duration,  as  for  instance,  time  or  the  pre- 
nt  world.” 

This  is  just  the  point  of  our  text  in  this  particular,  and  on  this 
sue  we  cheerfully  meet  the  objector. 

From  what  quarter,  we  here  ask,  are  you  taught  that  the  words 
. the  present  text  are  not  synonymous?  that  they  do  not  mean 
ie  same  thing  as  to  duration  ? By  what  rule  cf  interpretation 
|o  you  make  the  one  stand  as  the  representative  of  an  endless 
nration,  and  the  other  as  the  representative  of  a limited  period 
ily  ? 

In  answer  to  these  questions  the  objector  will  point  to  passages 
f the  Bible  where  the  meaning  of  the  word  everlasting,  in  one 
|:nse  at  least,  is  plainlv  limited  ; as,  for  instance,  the  promise 
f Canaan  to  Abraham  and  his  descendants  as  an  “everlasting 
ossession:”  Gen.  17:8;  or,  “the  everlasting  hills:”  Gen. 
9 : 26 ; or,  the  “everlastiug  priesthood  :”  Ex.  40  : 15.  Now 
^e  know  that  Canaan,  at  least  in  the  literal  sense  of  the  word, 

: 'as  not  designed  to  be  the  perpetual  possession  of  xYbraham  and 
is  children  ; we  know,  also,  that  the  everlasting  hills  have 
banged,  are  changing,  and  in  process  of  time  may  pass  away  en- 
irely;  and  that  the  priesthood,  in  the  Jewish  sense,  has  long 
ince  been  superceded  ; and  now,  because  these  things,  to  which 
he  word  everlasting  is  applied,  are  limited  as  to  duration,  there- 
I ore  the  same  word  as  applied  to  punishment  in  the  text  must  be 
united  also.  Is  this  reasoning  not  rather  bold  and  sweeping? 
: Sven  independently  altogether  of  the  fallacy  in  concluding  upon 
j he  limited  duration  of  punishment. because  Canaan,  the  hills  and 
j he  Jewish  priesthood  were  transient,  the  objector  fails  to  recog- 
i lize  the  symbolic  ideas  which  these  objects  and  institutions  were 
liirominently  desigued  to  represent.  Canaan,  in  its  literal  aspect, 
vas  but  a type  of  heaven.  The  type  may  be  limited,  and  in 
Ooint  of  fact,  has  been ; but  heaven  itself,  the  thing  typified,  is 
Hverlastuig.  The  idea  contained  in  “ the  everlasting  hills,”  is  the 
olessing  of  Cod  to  Joseph,  through  his  father  Jacob,  which  was 
.0  be  durable  and  extensive.  The  hills,  as  the  types  of  these 
blessings,  may  gradually  diminish,  and  finally  wholly  disappear, 
but  the  blessings  themselves  arc  everlasting.  So,  also,  in  regard 
o the  Jewish  priesthood,  which  was  a type  of  Him  of  whom  it 
s said,  “Thou  art  a priest  forever,  after  the  order  of  Melchise- 
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dech.”  In  all  these  cases,  the  central  idea  which  it  was  the  di 
sign  of  the  word  “everlasting”  to  represent  or  describe,  is  strictl 
commensurate  with  the  word  itself.  W as  it  the  design  of  tb 
inspired  writer,  in  the  instances  cited,  to  apply  the  word  evei 
lasting  to  the  types  or  the  things  typified  ? If  to  the  forme] 
then  the  term  is  clearly  limited)  but  if  to  the  latter,  then  it  i 
just  as  clearly  unlimited. 

Now,  in  seeking  to  determine  this  point,  we  must  have  regar 
to  the  general  design  and  scope  of  the  writer)  his  divine  call  t 
set  forth  spiritual  things  rather  than  things  temporal;  to  creat 
grand  prophetic  types  of  the  greatness,  fullness  and  durability  c 
the  coming  kingdom  of  Christ;  to  elevate  the  mind  to,  and  Conner 
the  faith  of  men  with,  those  things  which  are  imperishable,  b 
means  of  things  which  were  transitory  and  subject  to  decay.  If  w 
take  this  whole  divine  mission  of  the  writer  into  view,  we  shall  nc 
be  able  to  come  to  any  other  conclusion  than  that  the  things  typ: 
fied,  and  not  the  types  themselves,  are  the  great  verities  to  whic 
the  term  everlasting  was  applied.  To  think  otherwise  would  b 
to  degrade  his  whole  mission  as  an  inspired  writer.  If  this  b 
the  case  in  fact,  then  the  whole  ground  of  the  objector  to  endles 
punishment  at  once  gives  way  beneath  his  feet,  and  the  very  cavi 
by  which  he  sought  to  rule  out  the  divine  truth  of  the  text,  be 
comes  a sword  to  pierce  the  heart  of  his  own  cherished  system. 

But,  however  evident  this  is,  we  need  not  by  any  means  insis 
on  it.  We  may  even  grant,  for  the  sake  of  the  argument,  tha 
the  word  “ everlasting,”  in  the  instances  now  cited,  does  refer  h 
the  perishable  types,  and  not  the  enduring  things  typified,  am 
does  become  thus  limited  in  these  special  applications.  Wha  I 
will  the  objector  make  of  this  ? Will  he,  therefore,  concludi 
that  this  word  is  limited  in  like  manner  in  all  its  other  applied 
tions  ? Because  the  word  is  limited  as  to  duration  when  it  referi 
to  objects  which,  by  their  own  nature  and  the  design  of  theii 
creation,  must  come  to  an  end,  it  does  not  by  any  means  follow 
that  the  same  word  must  be  limited  in  the  same  way  when  it  re 
fers  to  an  object  which, by  its  nature  and  the  design  of  its  being 
is  indestructible.  What  relation  is  there  between  Canaan,  the 
hills,  and  the  Jewish  priesthood,  as  changing  types  simply,  anc 
man  as  an  intelligent  and  immortal  being?  and  by  what  rule  if 
the  meaning  of  the  word  “everlasting,”  as  limited  by  these  ob 
jects,  connected  with  the  same  word  as  applied  to  the  punishment 
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if  man  in  the  text?  What  is  there,  either  in  the  nature  of  the 
iase  or  in  the  relation  of  the  scriptures,  to  connect  these  two 
.hings  together,  which,  in  their  own  nature,  as  also  in  the  ana- 
ogy  of  divine  truth,  are  so  far  apart? 

Just  here,  no  doubt,  lies  the  insidious  error  which  has  confused 
o many  on  this  subject — the  error  of  comparing  together  things 
vhich  in  their  own  nature  are  wholly  different,  and  then  taking 
he  word  which  is  used  in  reference  to  both,  as  meaning  the  same 
hing  for  each,  forgetting  that  words  derive  their  meaning  for  the 
aost  part,  always  their  shades  of  meaning,  from  the  nature  of 
ihe  things  to  whioh  they  are  applied.  We  speak,  for  instance,  of 
i he  mind  of  man  and  the  mind  of  the  animal.  No  one  would 
lay  that,  because  the  same  word,  mind,  is  used  in  both  cases, 
herefore  the  mind  of  the  animal  is  the  same  as  that  of  man  ; be- 
iause  man  and  the  animal  are  different  as  to  nature.  But  this 
lifference  is  not  greater  than  that  which  holds  between  man  as 
mmortal  by  nature,  and  Canaan,  the  hills,  and  the  Jewish  priest- 
jood,  which,  by  their  very  nature,  must  change  and  finally  cease. 

But  if  the  objector  still  insists  on  the  meaning  of  the  word 
( everlasting’’  as  limited  by  these  objects,  then  we  ask,  with  what 
propriety  this  term  is  applied  to  the  existence  and  being  of  God  ? 
Jen.  21 : 33.  When  Abraham,  in  the  grove  of  Beer-sheba,  called 
>n  the  name  of  the  Lord,  the  everlasting  God,  did  he  mean  that 
lod,  either  as  to  his  nature  or  duration,  was  limited,  and  would 
n the  end  cease  to  be  altogether  ? God  is  called  an  everlasting 
Sing,  Jer.  10  : 10,  and  an  everlasting  Father,  Is.  9 : 6.  Are  we 
o understand  that  these  aspects  of  the  Divine  Being,  because 
hey  are  described  by  the  term  “ everlasting,”  are  limited,  and  as 
ime  advances,  will  grow  dim,  and  at  last  vanish  altogether  ? One 
if  the  strongest  passages  in  the  Bible,  declaring  the  eternity  of 
lod,  makes  use  of  this  same  word  Ps.  90  : 2.  Surely  no  one 
Till  say  that,  therefore,  God’s  eternity  is  no  eternity,  but  only  a 
imited  circle.  The  mercy  of  the  Lord  to  those  that  fear  him  is 
said  to  be  everlasting.  Ps.  193  : 17.  Will  any  one,  because  of 
■his  word,  doubt  the  perpetual  continuance  of  this  mercy  ? No 
me  certainly  will  doubt  for  a moment  that  the  life  of  the  right- 
eous, designated  in  the  text  by  the  word  “ eternal,”  is  an  unend- 
ng  life  ; and  yet  the  very  same  life,  in  numerous  other  places,  ia 
lescribed  by  the  term  “everlasting.”  Vide  Matt.  19  : 29  5 Luke 
L8  : 30 ; St.  Johu  5 : 24  j Rom.  6:22;  1 Tim,  1 : 16,  etc.  You 
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will  find,  also,  by  examination,  that  it  is  the  habit  of  the  Scrij 
tures  to  apply  the  word  “eternal”  to  the  same  punishment  whicl 
in  the  text,  is  described  by  the  term  “everlasting.”  Vide  S 
Mark  3 : 29;  Rev.  14  : 11.  “The  smoke  of  their  ( basanismov 
torture,  torment,  punishment,  ascendeth  up  (ei‘s  aionas  aionon 
for  ever  and  ever” — the  same  form  of  word  precisely  as  tha 
used  in  the  text. 

Thus  we  might  pass  through  the  whole  canon  of  the  sacred  Serif 
tures,  and  show,  from  almost  every  book,  that  the  words  “evei 
lasting”  and  “eternal”  are  used  generally  as  synonyms,  intei 
changeably,  to  express  the  same  idea. 

Now,  fiom  this  the  objector  can  see  that  the  limited  sense  o 
which  he  has  been  insisting,  will  not  do  as  the  general  sense  a 
least.  Such  a sense  would  induce,  in  its  application  and  conch 
sion,  far  more  than  he  had  bargained  for.  It  would  undermin 
the  very  doctrine  of  the  immutable  and  endless  being  of  God 
and  destroy  all  the  hopes  of  immortality  cherished  by  his  crea 
tures. 

But  if  the  word  everlasting,  as  thus  limited,  is  not  general  i 
its  application,  it  is  special ; if  it  does  not  apply  to  all  the  object 
in  reference  to  which  it  is  used,  it  applies  to  some. 

This  we  freely  grant.  But  now  the  question  is,  To  what  cases 
in  this  special  sense,  does  it  apply,  beyond  those  to  which  it  i 
directly  applied  by  Scripture  itself?  If  you  say  that  one  of  thesi 
is  that  of  punishment  in  the  text,  then  we  ask,  By  what  rule  o 
law  do  you  make  this  application  ? If  this  limited  were  the  onb 
sense  of  the  word,  and  hence  applicable  in  all  cases,  that  wouh 
be  a sufficient  law  connecting  it  with  the  same  word  in  the  pre 
sent  text ; but  as  this  is  not  the  case,  there  must  be  a special  rul< 
by  which  to  apply  it.  If  you  have  no  rule  or  law  of  this  kinc 
connecting  this  limited  sense  of  the  word  with  this  text,  the  men 
fact  that  you  choose  to  say  so,  can  have  no  weight  whatever.  I 
there  any  passage  connected  with  those  by  which  the  sense  of  thi: 
word  has  become  limited  in  certain  special  applications,  whicl 
teaches,  directly  or  indirectly,  that  this  limitation  is  to  be  con 
nected  with  the  same  word  as  it  occurs  in  the  gospel  of  St.  Mat 
thew,  in  reference  to  the  punishment  of  the  wicked  ? Or  is  then 
anything  in  the  text,  or  about  it,  in  Matthew,  which  points  bad 
to  the  book  of  Genesis,  and  teaches  that  this  or  that  limited  sense 
of  the  word,  is  the  sense  which  is  here  to  be  understood  ? There 


ENDLESS  PUNISHMENT. 


15 


ieertainly  nothing  to  be  found  of  this  sort  either  in  Genesis  or 
Jitthew.  Where  else  will  you  find  the  law  connecting  the  pas- 
ses limiting  the  word,  with  the  text  ? 

.There  is  nothing,  as  we  have  seen  already,  in  the  nature  of  the 
c e by  which  these  two  things  connect  themselves.  Canaan,  the 
tls,  the  Jewish  priesthood,  and  man,  have  no  points  of  analogy, 
eher  inward  or  outward,  by  which  they  could  be  united,  or  from 
vich  a rule  could  be  drawn  to  show  that  the  word  which  refers  to 
hth  must  necessarily  have  the  same  meaning.  Is  not  man,  in  his 
i mortal  nature,  (and  duration  is  here  the  point,)  much  more  like 
Od?  Are  Dot  his  mental  and  moral  powers  much  more  like  the 
tributes  of  God,  to  which  the  same  word  “everlasting”  is  ap- 
jed?  Why  not,  therefore,  take  the  sense  of  the  word  as  it 
splies  to  God  and  his  attributes,  and  connect  it  with  the  same 
trd  in  the  text?  For  this  you  would  have  a reason,  arising 
fim  the  analogy  holding  between  the  two  things.  The  eternity 
( God,  whieh  is  conceded,  and  the  immortality  of  man,  which 
iaiso  conceded,  are  closely  related  ; and  in  consequen  e of  this 
1 ation,  it  is  altogether  proper  to  regard  the  word  “everlasting,” 
i referring  to  both,  to  mean  the  same  thing.  Here  you  have  a 
lie,  a reason,  a law,  fixing  the  application,  and  the  sense  of  the 
tplication.  But  in  the  other  case  you  have  no  reason  or  law  by 
uich  to  be  governed  ; you  are  left  wholly  to  the  uncertain  guid- 
tceof  your  own  fancy;  and  therefore  you  can  have  no  authority 
Isay  that  the  limited  sense  of  the  word  in  Genesis,  in  relation 
1 the  hills,  &c.,  is  the  limited  sense,  also,  of  the  word  in  St. 
iattbew,in  relation  to  man  and  his  punishment.  What  matters 
iif  the  word  “everlasting”  had  a thousand  different  applica- 
1ms,  and  that  in  each  it  should  receive  a peculiar  and  limited 
lose  ! If  there  be  no  rule  by  which,  in  a sure  way,  to  select  one 
« these  senses,  and  then  apply  it  naturally  to  the  text  in  hand, 
le  text  must  stand  wholly  unaffected  by  it. 

But  we  advance  still  further.  What  would  you  think  if,  at 
'is  point,  we  should  say  that  both  the  words  “everlasting”  and 
sternal” — the  one  an  Anglo-Saxon,  the  other  a Latin — originate 
, and  come  from,  the  same  word  in  the  original  ? Would  you  be 
trprised?  Would  you  believe  it  ? Would  you  yield  the  point  ? 
Now,  whatever  the  effect  may  be,  as  this  is  the  fact  and  the 
rning  point  in  the  argument,  we  do  say  it  positively  and  with 
l uphasis.  This  word  in  the  original  Greek  is  aieviun , and  is  re- 
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peated  in  both  members  of  the  text : “ And  these  shall  go  aw 
into  aionion  punishment ; but  the  righteous  into  life  atoniw  \ 
Now,  in  a text  where  the  leading  members  stand  in  such  cl(  j 
and  direct  contrast,  and  where  the  prominent  fact  in  each  me 
ber  rests  upon  the  same  word,  by  what  rule  of  interpretation  c 
you  make  that  word  in  one  case  to  mean  endless  daration,  and  i 
the  other  only  a limited  period  ? 

But  here  you  ask,  Why  should  these  two  words  be  used  in  t 
English  Bible  ? Whatever  answer  may  be  given  to  this  qu 
tion,  one  thing  is  clear,  that  it  can  never,  nor  in  any  way,  afli 
the  original.  Whatever  may  have  been  the  reason  in  the  mis 
of  the  translators,  the  original  stands  intact,  as  it  was  indited 
the  spirit  of  God.  But  while  this  is  the  case,  no  one  oan  fail 
see,  at  the  same  time,  a very  good  reason  for  the  selection  of  t 
words  by  the  translators,  instead  of  repeating  the  same  word 
both  clauses  of  the  text.  Whilst  fidelity  to  the  idea  is  one  of  t 
first  demands  of  language,  and  dare  never  be  sacrificed  to  m( 
euphony,  it  is  nevertheless  an  imperative  duty  on  the  part  of  a 
and  especially  those  who  have  the  department  of  language 
charge,  to  have  constant  regard  to  the  pleasure  of  the  ear  whe; 
ever  this  can  be  done  without  interfering  with  the  clear  and  fi 
expression  of  the  idea.  In  the  present  instance  the  same  idea 
faithfully  expressed,  and  the  demand  of  the  law  of  euphony  coi 
plied  with  at  the  same  time;  and  this,  if  there  were  no  other, 
a sufficient  reason  for  the  selection  of  the  two  different  wor  ' 
(different  in  sound)  in  the  English  translation.  This  is,  moi 
over,  the  constant  habit  of  all  good  writers;  we  do  it  ourselvf 
also,  in  our  conversation,  every  day. 

Still,  if  the  word  everlasting  were  not  used  in  the  Scriptur 
interchangeably  with  the  word  eternal , this  use  of  it  would  n 
be  admissible,  however  imperative  might  be  the  demand  of  tl  j 
ear  for  a word  of  a different  sound.  But,  as  we  have  alreat 
seen,  this  is  the  case,  more  or  less,  throughout  the  whole  cano 
wherever  this  subject  is  fully  and  prominently  brought  into  vie 
If  the  demand  of  euphony,  therefore,  was  the  reason  that  led  tl 
translators  of  the  English  Bible  to  use  the  two  words  instead 
repeating  the  one  in  the  two  clauses,  we  can  readily  see  that  th< 
were  fully  justified  in  doing  so,  since  the  general  habit  of  ti 
Scriptures  is  to  regard  them,  and  to  employ  them  as  meanii 
the  same  thing. 


ENDLESS  PUNISHMENT, 


17 


But,  as  we  have  already  said,  all  this  does  not  affect  the  idea 

0 the  text  in  the  least  degree,  since  the  original  word  is  the 
sae.  Even  if  it  were  clear  that  the  translators  were  entirely 
retaken  in  the  word  which  they  had  selected,  the  original  would 
s 1 stand,  and  remain  entirely  unaffected  by  their  bluuder.  The 
Bly  Scriptures  do  not  depend  upon  the  judgment  of  unassisted 
ai  fallible  translators,  but  upon  the  spirit  of  God  which  com- 
rtnicated  them  to  inspired  men,  who  of  old  spoke  and  recorded  i 
tun  as  they  were  moved  by  the  Holy  Ghost,  -the  Greek  is  the 
dginal  language  in  which  the  New  Testament  Scriptures  were 

4 bodied,  and  to  it  we  must  always  resort  in  every  case  of  ear- 
I3t  and  critical  inquiry  after  the  great  truths  of  revelation. 

Now,  then,  since  both  words,  everlasting  and  eternal,  standing 

1 Such  direct  and  bold  contrast— the  one  describing  punishment, 
te  other  happiness — are  used  to  express  the  sense  of  the  same 
iginal  word,  what  must  be  the  necessary  conclusion  ? Is  it  not 
fis?  Either  both  must  mean  duration  without  enir,  or  neither 
nans  this. 

But  the  endless  life  of  the  righteous  no  one  denies.  The  Uni- 
Mrsalist  and  the  Christian  stand  here  upon  the  same  ground,  and 
arm  with  one  voice,  that  the  life  of  the  good  man,  in  the  Chris- 
to sense,  will  be  endless  iu  duration  and  blissful  in  chaiacter. 
bis  acknowledgment  is  essential  to  the  system  ot  unneisaiism 
Llf.  The  Universalist  knows  that  the  whole  fabric  would  at 
»ce  fall  to  the  ground  without  it;  for  believing,  as  he  affects  to 
ji,  that  all  will  ultimately  be  saved,  while  he  may  deny  the  cause 

this  salvation  iu  the  case  of  the  righteous,  he  is  still  compelled  j| 
i own  the  fact  that  all  Christians  will  inherit  eternal  life.  W itu 
je  declared  truth,  therefore,  in  the  second  member  of  the  text, 
^ere  is  no  difficulty,  at  least  so  far  as  the  iuea  of  eudiess  duia-  ^ 
on  is  concerned.  , 

But  now  the  question  arises,  By  what  logical  consistency,  in 
ew  of  this  acknowledgment,  can  the  force  of  the  first  member 
e limited,  seeing  that  it,  so  far  as  the  idea  of  duration  is  con-  i 
erned,  rests  upon  the  same  original  word  t aue  acknovledg- 
ient  of  the  one  necessitates,  constrains  the  acknowledgment  aBo 
f the  other,  since  the  same  word  which  teaches  and  fixes  the  one,  j 
eaches  and  fixes  the  other  also.  Thus,  the  acknowledgment  , 

! -kick,  by  the  Universalist,  was  thought  to  be  essential  to  main-  , 
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tain  Lis  system,  results  in  its  destruction.  Error  always,  like  e 
Egyptian  serpent,  will  sting  its  own  head. 

Moreover,  if  you  have  regard  purely  to  the  force  of  the  wc  3 
themselves,  you  will  be  constrained  to  admit  that  the  term  “ev-  | 
lasting”  carries  with  it,  if  possible,  even  a deeper  significaj 
than  the  term  “ eternal.”  As  already  remarked,  the  forme  j 
an  old  Saxon  form  of  expression,  and  is  more  positive — last  1 • 
ever,  or  for  ever ; the  latter  is  Latin,  and  more  negative — tn  1 
without  end. 

This  only  shows  that,  in  the  view  of  the  translators  of  the  Bi  i *jj 
from  the  original  Greek,  the  word  “everlasting”  was  a synoi-fi 
mous  term  with  the  word  “eternal.”  To  guard  the  doctr  < 1 
more  carefully,  they  put  the  stronger  word  in  that  member  of  i>  \ 
text  which  would  likely  bo  more  fiercely  assailed ; and  in  t. . a 
view,  for  the  sake  of  euphony,  they  placed  them  side  by  side,  1 
cording  to  the  construction  of  the  divine  sentence.  With  ti  l 
equal  sense,  the  word  “ everlasting”  is  a proper  term  in  the  te:  I 
but  without  this  sense  it  is  not  the  term  at  all.  The  true  tei  I 
is  aionion ; for  the  sense  here  is  not  determined,  after  all,  by  t | 
form  of  the  word  “ everlasting,”  but  by  the  word  aionon , of  whi 
it,  like  the  word  “eternal,”  is  designed  to  be  the  translation 
But  aionion  in  the  first  clause  is  made — not  by  the  translate 
but  the  spirit  of  God — to  stand  in  direct  contrast  with  aionio\ 
in  the  second,  clearly  showing,  not  only  by  the  sameness  in  tl 
form  of  the  words,  and  by  their  application  in  both  cases  to  me 
but  also  by  their  position,  grammatically,  that  they  must  met 
the  same  thing  as  to  duration.  So  forcibly,  indeed,  does  the  r 
lative  position  of  the  word  “ everlasting”  compel  its  equal  seD! 
with  the  word  “ eternal,”  that  you  may  take  it  away  altogeth< 
from  the  first  clause,  and  supply  its  place  with  any  other  yo 
please,  and  yet,  if  you  allow  the  word  “eternal”  to  remain  in  tb 
second,  you  will,  from  the  direct  contrast,  be  forced  to  say,  itals 
means  eternal. 

This  text  is  wholly  independent  of  all  extraneous  aids  ofintei 
pretation.  It  contains  within  itself  all  that  is  necessary  to  it 
true  and  full  exposition ; and  in  view  of  this  fact,  all  applica 
tions  and  consequent  peculiar  meanings  of  the  same  words,  out 
side  of  it,  are  excluded.  Thus  firmly  has  God  fixed  the  solemi 
doctrine  of  punishment.  The  text  contains  one  universally  knowi 
and  acknowledged  fact — the  endless  life  of  the  righteous — fron 
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rbh  to  ascertain  the  duration  of  punishment  in  the  case  of  the 
•i,  ed.  From  the  nature  of  that  which  is  thus  known,  acknow- 
*ced  and  fixed,  we  are  to  search  after  the  unknown,  not  by  im 
oing  senses  from  abroad,  from  passages  which  have  no  neces- 
ai  connection  with  it,  but  by  taking  the  sense  of  the  known, 

,d  applying  it,  according  to  the  strict  law  of  the  contrast  exist- 
a«between  the  two  members,  to  the  unknown.  By  this  legiti- 
n®  process  of  interpretation,  “everlasting  punishment,  in  the 
r clause,  must  mean  duration  eqnal  to  “eternal  life,  in  the 
emd.  This  is  the  conelusion  which  the  mind  is  forced  to  draw 
linr  every  legitimate  and  logical  view  in  which  the  text  may  be 
'o:.emplated.  The  necessity  of  this  conclusion  in  the  text  itself 
Si)  great  and  imperative,  that  no  species  of  sophistry  brought 
n :om  other  and  different  applications  of  the  same  word,  can 
orient  it  for  a moment,  if  the  mind  is  at  all  open  to  the  laws  of 
spiage  and  the  force  of  truth.  This  conclusion  is  still  more 
dr  ly  fixed  after  all  the  fallacies  are  removed,  as  we  have  now 
at.mpted  to  do,  and  after  it  is  clearly  seen  that  the  force  of  each 
amber  in  the  text  rests  upon  the  same  original  basis,  and  that 
oa  refer  to  that  which  is  common  to  both  parties,  the  righteous 
at  the  wicked,  viz  : their  immortality.  “Eternal  life,”  in  the 
a member  of  the  text,  is  the  only  true  time  measure  of  “ ever- 
aing  punishment,”  in  the  first. 

n the  light  of  this  plain  fact,  wo  can  clearly  see  how  arbitrary 
ai  wilful  is  the  mode  of  reasoning  in  regard  to  the  word  “ ever- 
laing,”  which  tears  itself  away  abruptly  from  the  true  key  to  and 
insure  of  this  word  directly  connected  with  it  by  a semi-colon, 
ax  then  passes  away  hack  to  Genesis,  amid  applications  that 
h e no  sort  of  connection  with  it,  or  similarity  to  it  in  any 
s pe,  to  find  a convenient  sense  to  put  into  it ! By  such  inter- 
ptation  the  Bible  can  not  only  be  made  to  teach  the  doctrine  of 
liited  punishment,  but  any  other  doctrine  which  the  perverse 
hirt  of  man  may  conceive  and  feel  to  be  desirable.  But  let  the 
Ixle  stand  as  it  is  given  by  the  spirit  of  God ; let  words  that 
a naturally  related  interpret  each  other,  and  we  shall  have  the 
t th  which  alone  will  have  power  to  make  us  free. 

There  is,  however,  yet  one  way  of  escape  to  the  believer  in  uni- 
vsal  salvation,  and  only  one.  We  will  mention  it,  to  give  him 
t)  opportunity,  if  he  will,  to  embrace  it.  It  is  to  deny  that  the 
irase  “/i/e  eternaV’  means  endless  life.  If  he  is  willing  to 
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stand  upon  this  ground,  lie  may  consistently  say  that  everl;  im 
punishment  is  not  endless.  Whatever  limitation  he  may  g to 
the  last,  that  he  is  justified,  in  the  light  of  consistency,  tci* 
also  to  the  first.  But,  then,  what  becomes  of  his  boasted  o* 
trine  that  all  will  be  finally  and  eternally  saved?  If  hapfjg 
comes  to  an  end,  and  punishment  comes  to  an  end  at  deal  in 
what  form  shall  man  exist  after  death  ? To  be  neither  in  a ite 
of  happiness  or  misery,  is  to  be  in  what  other  state  ? Wi  he 
be  at  all?  \\  hat  becomes,  then,  of  the  doctrine  of  immorl  ty 
which  is  common  to  all,  the  truth  of  which  is  conceded  b'  be 
Universalist  as  well  as  the  Christian?  Alas!  for  all  sys* 
whose  foundation  is  error  1 

N°w,  then,  we  say  that,  since  the  Universalist  is  not  willii  to 
escape  through  this  last  and  only  means,  and  since  he  coulc  ot 
eyen  were  he  willing  to  embrace  it,  he  cannot  escape  at  all.  ie 
chains  of  truth  are  linked  around  his  feet,  and  he  cannot  ire 
but  to  fall,  body,  soul  and  spirit,  into  the  dreadful  abyss  of  a i- 
hilation.  But  even  this  doctrine  is  denied  plainly  in  the  tt  * 
Even  the  acknowledgments  of  his  own  system  unite  with  ie 
truth  of  God  to  destroy  it.  As  long  as  he  holds  the  truth  of  V 
aionion,  he  is  compelled  by  a power  which  he  can  neither  ch;  ;e 
or  diminish,  to  hold  the  truth  of  punishment  aionion, : m 
ihese  are  the  two  different  and  opposite  directions  which  the  i«; 
moitaiity  oi  men  in  opposite  states  spiritually,  will  take— ij 
wards  and  downwards,  to  heaven  and  hell,  to  bliss  and  miser-1 
both  equal  in  duration,  but  dissimilar  in  every  other  attribute  I 

II  I.  The  third  and  last  great  truth  which  we  are  taugh  i| 
the  text  is,  that  the  different  states  in  eternity  will  result  fill 
the  different  and  opposite  characters  and  conditions  of  men  i| 
^ ®ie  ground  and  reason  of  these  endless  distinctions 
eternity  lie  in  men,  in  their  nature  as  good  or  bad,  righteous! 
w.ck'.d.  nuis  is  the  reason  assigned  in  the  text,  just  as  dea  l 


best  \ k’  '!ritlng  on  this  subject,  says  : “ I have  seen 

rl.n  nia  ? • ■ 1 been  wntten  in  favor  of  the  final  redemptior 

(1  nptrirG  ? tS  ! ,but  1 never  saw  an  answer  to  the  argument  against  t 
imnin  h»d,u"n  T?  Verse>  but  what  sounfl  learning  and  critici 
k t0  acknowle.dSe-  The  original  word  is  certainly 
o ,lS  P10Per  grammatical  sense,  continued  being,  never  ei 
.y°.m,e  haye.  g°Tne  a middle  way,  and  think  that  the  wicked  shall 
annihilated.  1 his,  I think,  is  contrary  to  the  text : it  they  go  into  pi 
isnment,  they  continue  to  exist;  for  that  which  ceases  to  be  ceases 
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ay  other  truth  upon  which  we  have  already  dwelt. . “ These 
dthe  “ righteous”  are  the  terms  employed  to  designate  the 
aopposito  styles  of  character  as  the  causes  of  punishment 
diappiness  in  the  world  to  come.  The  term  “ righteous  is 
aj  to  all;  hut  who  are  meant  by  the  pronoun  “ these  . 

Jen  if  there  were  nothing  in  the  context  by  which  their  cha- 
c r is  definitely  determined,  the  direct  contrast  of  this  term 
it  the  other  would  be  amply  sufficient  to  decide  the  case.  1 , 
i le  contrast,  the  one  are  the  righteous,  the  other  must  be  tue 
i thteous,  since  the  idea  of  the  opposite  is  the  thought  plain  y 
bh  runs  through  every  minute  particular  of  the  text. 

Jut  evident  as  the  basis  of  this  conclusion  is,  we  are  not  de- 
cent upon  it.  The  teaching  of  the  context  is  direct  and  po- 
Ue.  ‘‘These” — who?  Those  who  will  ask  their  Lord  at  the 
n men t,  “ When  saw  we  thee  an  hungered,  or  athirst,  or  a 
[tger,  or  naked,  or  sick,  or  in  prison,  and  did  not  minister 
t)  thee?”  those  to  whom  he  will  answer,  “Verily  I say  unto 
r,  inasmuch  as  ye  did  it  not  to  one  of  the  least  of  these,  ye 
li  it  not  to  me  ?”  They  are  those  on  the  left  hand  of  the  Judge, 
id  pared  to  the  “goats,”  the  disobedient,  unbelieving,  rebel- 
lis.  They  are  those  that  reject  the  offers  of  pardon  throug 
grace  of  Christ ; those  that  cavil  at  the  truth  of  God  because 
t °<8  not  suit  their  perverted  feelings  an  1 vicious  propensities; 
(fee  that  hope  in  the  mercy  of  God  and  laugh  at  his  justice, 

M care  not  what  may  become  of  his  integrity  and  holiness,  and 
tl  equity  of  his  government,  if  only  they  at  last  may  ope  to 
Bid  into  the  kingdom  of  his  glory;  in  a word,  they  are  the  nn- 
r liteous,  the  ungodly,  the  wicked— the  opposite  direct  y o tne 
Bid,  the  holy,  the  righteous,  mentioned  in  the  second  clause  o 

t:  text.  , , 

'This  difference  of  character  between  the  righteous  and  e 
tiked  is  evidently  the  practical  turning  point  of  the  whole  ques- 
tn.  It  is  the  principle  that  will  give  direction  to  the  immor- 
t ity  peculiar  to  all  men,  and  the  perpetual  power  by  which  tha 
erection  will  be  continued  after  death,  since  there  is  nothing  m 
te  grave  or  in  eternity  that  can  even  modify,  much  less  change, 
e'characters  of  men.  “As  the  tree  falls,  so  shall  it  oe. 

The  text,  by  thus  placing  the  cause  of  this  eterua  ui^rence 
the  characters  of  men  over  which  they  have  contro  , an  w ic 
iey  have  power  to  mould,  in  connection  with  the  proper  means 
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graciously  provided  for  this  purpose,  at  once  prevents  t o I! 
from  seeking  shelter  behind  the  decrees  of  God,  and  thus  1- 1 
ding  themselves  of  the  personal  responsibility  which  the  case  i-  < 
plies.  The  decrees  of  God  do  not  constitute  the  ground  of  s 
difference  of  misery  and  happiness  in  eternity,  but  the  wic  1. 1 
ness  and  righteousness  of  men  themselves.  “These”— e' 
j wicked,  and  because  they  are  wicked — “ shall  go  away  into  e j 
lasting  punishment ; but  the  righteous” — and  because  they  e 
i righteous — “ into  life  eternal.”  This  is  evidently  the  third  g t 
! thought  of  the  text.  Just  as  the  results — everlasting  pun  ■ 1 
j ment  and  eternal  life*— are  opposites,  so  the  causes  of  these  • ! 
i suits  are  also  opposites — the  one  being  a state  of  wickedness,  1 1 
the  other  a state  of  righteousness;  and  further,  just  as  the  • 
suits  are  commensurate  with  each  other  as  to  duration,  so  also  )■ 
the  causes  commensurate  with  each  other  as  to  importance,  gr<  • , 
i ness,  or  moral  dignity.  The  whole  logical  and  self-authenticat  > 
force  of  the  doctrine,  as  presented  in  the  text,  lies  in  the  paral 
which  holds  between  its  two  leading  members. 

W e cannot,  on  this  account,  allow  the  Universalist  to  push  i 
whole  case  over  upon  the  abstract  decrees  of  God,  and  then  lis . 
to  his  impious  speeches  in  regard  to  what  he  chooses  to  denoi 
nate  the  arbitrary  conduct  of  God  in  saving  this  one  and  dari 
1 jQg  the  other  one,  without  any  reason  for  this  in  the  nature  a 
* condition  of  the  parties.  Men  generally  are  very  fond  of  ov 
looking  their  own  freedom  and  responsibility  in  reference  to  mo 
: and  religious  duties  against  which  their  depraved  feelings  reb 
and  to  look  upon  the  abstract  decrees  of  God  as  the  cause  of  th< 
conduct.  Then,  should  the  result  of  this  involve  suffering  ait 
pain,  it  seems  to  be  gratifying  to  them,  a kind  of  mitigation,  J 
regard  the  Almighty  as  a Great  Tyrant,  punishing  that  which 
himself  has  necessitated.  No  such  doctrine  as  this,  however, 
taught  in  the  text;  much  less  is  it  taught  that  this  punishme 
in  the  case  of  the  wicked,  and  happiness  in  the  case  of  the  rigb 
eous,  are  the  effect  of  an  abstract  decree  on  his  part  which  h; 
no  regard  to  difference  of  character  at  all  in  men.  Neither  < 1 
punishments  or  rewards  come  upon  men  from  abroad,  in  a whol 
outward  way,  but  through  their  life,  conduct  and  character; 
that,  although  the  last  may  not  be,  in  one  sense,  strictly  the  me 
sure  of  the  first,  yet  they  are  always  the  cause  of  them.  “ Sii 
when  it  is  finished,  bringeth  forth  death  and  in  like  manne 
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•i  iteousness,  when  by  its  struggles  with  the  remains  of  a cor- 
iX)t  nature,  sin  and  temptation,  has  fully  matured  itself,  leads 
d>  life.  In  both  cases  the  causes  lie  in  men,  men  who  know 
ctmselves  to  be  free  and  responsible  agents ; and  the  effects — 
‘‘ recasting  punishment”  on  the  one  hand,  and  “life  eternal” 
oithe  other — grow  naturally  out  of  these  causes,  and  are  con- 
noted by  the  same  vital  and  necessary  relation,  as  causes  and 
eicts  are  connected  in  any  other  department  of  being. 

This  view  does  not  by  any  means  exclude  the  agency  of  God 
ftm  the  life  and  conduct  of  men.  This  agency  still  continues; 
b.,  instead  of  sustaining  a mere  outward,  abstract,  arbitrary  and 
njchanical  relation  to  the  life  and  conduct  of  men,  it  is  inward, 
cicrete  and  organic,  on  the  ground  of  which  it  can  be  active  in 
r ard  to  each  individual,  and  yet  each  will  retain  his  individual 
lierty,  and  feel  at  every  point  his  individual  responsibility  both 
f.  his  state  and  all  the  actions  that  flow  from  his  state,  as  also 
a the  legitimate  consequences  of  these  actions. 

These  facts,  being  the  necessary  conditions  of  man’s  proper 
fedom,  all  admit  them,  however  varied  the  form  of  their  state- 
i:nt,  or  numerous  the  modes  by  which  they  are  explained  and 
iistrated.  All  admit,  in  brief,  that  man  is  free ; as  such,  the 
use  of  his  own  state,  the  parent  of  his  own  acts,  and  respon- 
se for  them,  whatever  be  their  character.  When  a man  is 
’eked,  he  is  wicked  by  his  own  free  will;  when  he  is  right- 
ms,  he  is  righteous  also  by  his  own  free  will.  In  both  cases, 
ling  free,  he  is  responsible.  It  is  from  this  point  of  view  that 
'e  text  connects  punishment  with  the  wicked,  and  life  with  the 
ghteous. 

But  between  wickedness  and  punishment,  righteousness  and 
e,  viewed  as  causes  and  effects,  there  must  exist  a commensu- 
te  relation.  If  the  effect  is  eternal,  the  cause  must  be  ade- 
late;  and  perhaps  one  of  the  greatest  difficulties  in  the  case  of 
e Universalist  is,  that  he  fails  to  see  how  a human,  finite  crea- 
te can,  in  a space  so  brief  as  our  ordinary  life,  and  with  powers 
> limited,  possibly  do  that  which  will  legitimately  result  in  infi- 
.te  punishment.  This  is  the  great  block  of  stumbling,  and  the 
>ck  on  which  many  have  shattered  the  frail  barks  in  which  they 
id  been  sailing  proudly  for  the  haven  of  peace  and  rest,  and 
ave  sunken  at  last  into  the  depths  of  dreadful  delusion  and 
ilsehood. 
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Nor  is  it  clear  that  moralists  and  theologians,  generally,  b e 
j given  that  attention  to  this  subject  which  its  gteat  im portal  i, 
in  view  of  the  consequences  which  are  so  intimately  connect! 
with  it,  demands.  The  argument  proving  the  truth  of  ends 
punishment  now  in  hand  does  not,  however,  require  of  us  to  - 
cuss  the  subject  of  adequate  causes  in  a general  way,  but  sim? 
to  maintain  the  parallel  between  the  wicked  and  the  rigktec, 
and  to  show  that  the  first  are  lost  eternally  just  as  the  second  i 
1 saved;  in  other  words,  that  wickedness  is  the  cause  of  everli- 
ing  punishment  in  the  same  sense,  whatever  this  may  be, ) 
righteousness  is  the  cause  of  life  eternal.  What  righteousn  i 
is  in  relation  to  eternal  life,  that  wickedness  is  in  relation  < 

: everlasting  punishment.  This  certainly  is  fair. 

As  in  the  preceding  point,  the  meaning  of  the  word  etern 
in  its  relatiou  to  life — the  effect  of  righteousness — was  prope:  * 
the  measure  of  the  word  everlasting , in  its  relation  to  puni: 
ment — the  effect  of  wickedness — so  now  the  sense  of  the  wc 
righteousness,  as  a cause,  must,  in  point  of  dignity  or  morals 
nificance,  be  the  measure  of  the  word  wickedness.  Just  as  t 
first  is  related  to  an  infinite  reward,  so  the  last  is  related  to 
infinite  punishment;  and  just  in  the  same  sense  in  which  1 
first,  as  a cause,  is  adequate  to  the  infinite  effect,  so  is  the  secon 
There  is  surely  no  ground  of  complaint  against  the  doctri 
of  the  text  at  this  point.  What  is  equitable  and  right  in  til 
case  of  the  first,  must  also  be  so  in  the  case  of  the  last,  especial 
since  the  results  flow  naturally  from  the  state  and  relations 
men  themselves  over  which  they  have  control. 

dhe  question  here  is,  not  whether,  in  the  absolute  sens 
wickedness,  as  a cause,  is  adequate  to  eternal  punishment,  bi 
whether  it  is  adequate  in  the  same  sense  as  that  in  which  righti 
ousness  is  the  cause  of  eternal  life. 

Starting  again  with  the  term  whose  truth  is  acknowledged,  w 
ask,  What  is  righteousness,  and  in  what  sense  is  it  commensurate 
as  a cause,  with  eternal  life — its  infinite  effect? 

Ihe  great  difficulty  in  the  minds  of  Universalists,  preventing 
full  endorsement  of  the  doctrine  of  infinite  rewards  and  punisb 
ments,  lies  doubtless  in  their  denial  of  all  substantial  difference  I 
in  character  in  the  present  world.  They  are  in  the  habit  of  re 
garding  men,  so  far  as  goodness  and  wickedness  are  concerned 
as  intrinsically  and  relatively  the  same;  and  hence  it  is  that  the’ 
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:aQot  see  why  one  should  finally  be  rewarded  with  endless  bliss 
u the  other  doomed  to  endless  woe.  But  just  here  lies  their 
weal  mistake— a mistake  at  the  very  threshold,  which  gives  a 
:ae  character  and  bearing  to  the  whole  system  to  which  they 
tot.  There  ure  those  who  are  righteous,  and  there  are  those 
m are  wicked ; and  the  difference  between  the  two,  is  the  dif- 
ftrnce,  so  far  as  men  are  concerned,  which  holds  between  heaven 

il  hell. 

,[ke  righteous  are  those  who  have  accepted  Jesus  Christ,  the 
Siour  of  the  world.  In  consequence  of  this  acceptance,  we 
a,  taught  that  both  their  nature  and  relations  are  changed. 

Toy  are  no  longer  under  the  dominion  of  sm,  but  of  grace, 
ley  have  crucified  the  flesh  with  its  corruptions  and  lusts,  and 
B|k  to  live  soberly,  righteously  and  godly  in  this  present^  evil 
vrld.  They  have  imparted  to  them  the  spirit  of  God.  Being 
i'the  Church,  which  is  the  lady  of  Christ,  by  the  sacrament  of 
fly  baptism  and  the  rite  of  confirmation,  they  are  in^  a new, 
1-her,  holier  state.  Above  all,  Christ,  as  the  Mighty  Saviour, 
jin  them  under  the  three-fold  function  of  his  nature,  as  Prophet, 
l est  and  King;  so  that  their  most  inward  life  is  different  from 
vat  it  was  before,  and  all  their  outward  relations  to  sm  and 
hiness,  to  the  world  and  eternity,  are  changed.  In  having 
Crist  in  them,  they  have  all  the  fullness  of  his  atoning  merit, 
aji  are  therefore  righteous  before  God.  Is  there  not  heie  a 
eise  adequate  to  eternal  life  as  an  effect,  and  commensurate 
v:K  it?  No  one  will  deny  this,  because  Christ  himself  is  that 
Oise  in  the  righteous. 

But  upon  what  does  this  cause  in  the  righteous  depend  so  tar 
t they  are' concerned?  Most  evidently  upon  their  act  of  accept- 
Le.  This  act,  as  such,  did  not  make  them  righteous,  but 
(jirist,  whom  they  received  by  this  act.  The  act  itselt  is  finite, 
kited;  and  in  itself  and  by  itself,  could  never,  as  a cause,  be 
equate  to  an  infinite  reward;  but  relating  to  Christ,  whom  it  ] 
iceives  and  whose  merits  it  appropriates,  it  receives  necessarily  < 
character  of  infinite  dignity  and  importance.  Now  it  matters 
it  for  the  argument,  whether  you  regard  the  act  as  such,  or 
aristwhom  it  receives,  as  the  cause,  in  either  case  the  cause 
in  the  righteous,  and  is  the  ground  of  an  infinite  reward. 

The  act  itself  is  not  the  result  simply  of  natural  powers ; for 
an,  dependent  upon  these  wholly,  could  never  accept  Christ, 
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but  it  is  the  result  of  divine  and  supernatural  powers  in  nd  i 
through  the  natural,  in  such  a way  that  the  moral  charactei  ad 
merit  of  the  act  can  consistently  be  regarded  as  belonging  to : n, 
This  is  the  idea  of  vicarious  atonement — not  in  an  outward,  e- 
chanical  or  legalistic  sense  simply,  but  inward  and  organic.  I at 
Christ  thus  does  in  and  through  the  man,  with  the  joint  aon 
of  his  free  will  and  co-operation  of  all  his  powers,  is  regardeny  i 
God  as  being  done  by  man,  and  becomes,  in  this  sense,  the  i 
nite  cause  of  an  infinite  effect — eternal  life.  Man  can  claimo 
real  merit  himself— for  him  it  is  all  of  grace;  but  God  regils  1 
his  act,  thus  made  possible,  as  if  it  originated  purely  in  his  < n 
nature,  and  were  conditioned  throughout  by  his  own  mental  d 
moral  faculties. 

Now,  the  act  by  which  Christ  is  accepted,  regarded  in  8 
light,  is  plainly  more  than  merely  human  and  finite;  it  is  e j 
spiritual  in  the  human,  and  the  infinite  in  the  finite.  When,  in  • 
dition  to  this,  you  now  look  upon  this  act  in  its  vital  connect  l i 
with  llim  whom  it  receives,  (and  you  never  even  in  thought  'i 
properly  separate  the  two,)  you  will  feel  constrained  to  give)  ■ 
it  a moral  dignity  fully  commensurate  with  the  eternity  of  ) 
reward  by  which  it  will  be  crowned.  Taking  the  act  of  accei  j 
ance,  the  Person  received,  and  the  radical  change  wrought  by  I >1 
reception,  which  in  the  text  is  described  by  the  term  “ righteo  • 
ness;  taking  all  this  together,  forming  it  into  one  concept! 
and  then  regarding  this  conception  in  its  substantial  fullness 
the  cause,  are  we  not  compelled  to  say  that  the  efiect  must 
eternal  life  ? Between  righteousness,  then,  and  an  infinite  i 
ward,  there  is  a commensurate  relation.  With  this  (the  fact,  - 
mean  ; for  the  philosophical  explanation  of  it  may  be  variou 
there  is  no  difficulty.  All  admit  it. 

Now,  then,  what  is  wickedness,  and  in  what  sense  is  it,  as 
cau«e,  commensurate  with  eternal  punishment  ? 

Wickedness,  as  to  its  nature  and  relations,  is  the  opposite  < 
righteousness.  It  is  the  rejection  of  Christ,  the  reception  (j. 
whom  constitutes  righteousness.  What  is  the  nature  of  this  ac 
of  rejection? 

To  see  its  moral  dignity  we  must  view  it,  not  simply  as  an  at 
stract  act  growing  out  of  the  finite,  mortal  nature  of  man,  but  ii 
its  true  origin  and  essential  relations.  It  is  the  act  of  an  immor 
tal  man,  standing  in  the  human  nature  in  which  Christ  becami 
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mrnate.  It  is  the  act  of  this  man,  knowing  these  facts.  It 
isn  act  that  regards  not  the  gracious  possibility  which  has  been 
seared  to  each  to  do  the  contrary  ■ rather  it  is  an  act  in  despite 
olhis  gracious  possibility.  It  is  a free  act,  and  therefore  one  of 
wch  the  individual  is  properly  the  parent,  over  which  he  has 
fu  control,  which  he  might  avoid,  and  for  which,  in  every  sense, 
h is  therefore  accountable.  It  is  an  act  against  the  urgings  of 
h own  nature  and  the  warnings  of  the  Holy  Spirit,  against  the 
p mises  and  threatenings  of  the  sacred  Scriptures,  against  the  J 
durch  and  all  the  efforts  of  God’s  people,  against  the  excrucia-  j 
tig  sufferings  and  bloody  death  of  Jesus  Christ ; in  a word,  it 
bin  act  against  the  infinite  merits  of  the  only  haviour  of  men 
A this  is  comprehended  in  the  act  by  which  Christ  is  rejected ; 
al  this  is  to  be  wicked.  Now,  is  such  an  act  on  the  part  of  an 
mortal  man,  in  relation  to  infinite  and  eternal  interests,  to  be 
r;arded  as  finite  and  insignificant?  Then  what  can  constitute 
a infinite  act?  If  righteousness,  as  an  act,  is  infinite  because 
iiccepts  and  appropriates  an  infinite  merit,  then  wickedness,  as 
a act,  is  no  less  infinite  because  it  rejects  and  refuses  to  appro- 
pate  an  infinite  merit.  Looking  at  the  act  itself,  therefore,  we 
pinly  see  that  it  has  the  same  relations  in  both  cases ; in  both 
qses  it  refers  to  a personage  of  infinite  dignity ; and  if,  on  this 
sijount,  it  is  acknowledged  to  be  an  adequate  cause,  in  the  one 
<jje,  of  an  infinite  effect,  we  are  forced  to  conclude  that  it  must, 
i the  same  way,  be  also  adequate  in  the  other. 

Now,  if  the  objector  to  the  doctrine  of  endless  punishment 
iould  still  say  that  the  cause  is  not  commensurate  with  the 
' ect,  then  we  ask,  is  the  cause  in  the  case  of  the  righteous 
mmensurate  ? If  he  should  say  the  last  is,  but  the  first  is  not, 
en  we  ask  him  to  point  out  the  essential  difference  in  the  two 
ses.  This  is  not  possible,  since  the  parallel  is  complete — 
ace  the  act  in  one  case  rejects  exactly  what  the  other  accepts. 
The  reason  why  so  many  regard  the  acts  of  men  as  so  very 
.significant  is,  that  in  thought  they  separate  men  from  their 
isential  relations,  from  which  alone  it  is  possible  to  estimate 
induct  at  all.  Man,  as  a mere  isolated,  abstract  creature,  is 
eak  and  poor  enough,  God  knows.  His  acts,  in  this  supposed 
ise,  would  be  trifling  indeed.  But  this  is  only  a possible  state 
f man,  not  his  actual  state  ; his  state  in  fact  is  very  different, 
le  exists  concretely,  and  is  always  surrounded  by  grand  and  in- 
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or  against,  every  day  and  hour.  These  surroundings  give  dign  j 
! to  his  existence,  and  character  to  all  his  acts.  If  an  act  is  wrc  I 
j that  wantonly  gives  pain  to  an  animal,  it  is  worse  if  it  give  pa 
in  the  same  way,  to  a human  being;  and,  passing  up  on  i I 
j scale,  who  can  calculate  its  character  as  it  thus  affects  God,  J 
I Christ,  or  the  Holy  Ghost  ? 

All  acts  take  their  character,  further,  from  our  state  moral! 
and  in  regard  to  the  question  before  us,  there  are  but  two  states 
the  one  in  Christ,  the  other  out  of  Christ.  We  are  in  Christ  i 
our  free  acceptance  of  him;  we  are  out  of  Christ  by  our  free  m 
jection  of  him.  Acceptance  or  rejection  places  us  in  one  of  the  j 
two  states  ; and  our  acts  will  partake  of  the  nature  of  the  stsq 
in  which  we'  may  be.  If  we  are  in  Christ,  then  the  acts 
Christ  are  our  acts,  and  as  such  they  are,  in  a peculiar  tbouj  1 
true  sense,  infinite  in  dignity;  if  we  are  out  of  Christ,  then  i 1 
are  in  the  kingdom  of  darkness,  and  the  acts  of  Satan  are  o 
| acts,  which,  because  of  his  character,  and  the  infinite  dignity 
Christ  against  whom  he  rebels,  are  also  infinite  in  insiguificanc 

There  is,  then,  properly  only  one  leading  act  determining  oi 
character  and  giving  significance  to  our  conduct,  and  that  is,  eitb 
the  act  of  accepting  Christ,  or  the  act  of  rejecting  him.  A 
other  acts  look  to,  and  take  their  character  from,  this.  This  ac 
as  it  has  reference  to  one  of  infinite  dignity  and  merit — God 
j only  begotten  Son — will  be  the  fountain  whence  will  issue,  n< 

I eternity  itself,  but  the  character  of  our  eternity,  as  blissful  t 
miserable,  as  joyful  or  wretched.  Christ’s  person  is  alike  th 
turning  point  in  both  cases.  He  was  sent  for  the  rise  and  fall  c 
many.  As  his  acceptance  is  the  cause  of  immortal  bliss  in  hea 
ven,  so  the  rejection  of  him  is  the  cause  of  endless  punishmen 
in  hell.  If  the  one  involves  an  infinite  merit,  the  other  mus 
involve  an  infinite  demerit.  What  is  obtained  in  the  one  stat 
is  lost  in  the  other;  and  to  reject  an  infinite  good,  what  is  it  bu 
to  be  to  an  infinite  evil ; and  hence  the  Scriptures  say  that  the 
wicked  are  condemned  already,  because  they  have  not,  do  not  be 
lieve  in  Christ. 

If  we  could  look  upon  the  efforts  of  the  wicked  wholly  discon 
nected  from  Christ,  whose  person  gives  them  their  full  moral  sig  ' 
nificance,  then  indeed  it  might  not  be  quite  so  easy  to  regard 
| them,  as  a cause,  commensurate  with  eternal  punishment,  as  the 
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efct;  yet,  even  in  this  case,  their  sin,  its  aggravated  character 
fro  the  circumstances  in  which  it  was  committed,  and  its  rela- 
th to  an  infinite  and  holy  God,  whose  authority  it  set  at  defi- 
ne, and  whose  law  it  violated  and  trampled  under  foot,  would 
bjvastly  more  than  a mere  ordinary,  finite  act.  It  was  the  act 
oan  immortal  man,  with  a free  will,  against  the  infinite  dignity 
a t divine  authority  of  the  Almighty ; and  the  very  act  placed 
on  into  a condition  of  death.  This  is  now  the  condition  of  all 
nn  naturally.  Now,  if  you  add  to  this  sin  that  of  rejecting 
Crist,  whom  God  in  pure  mercy  sent  to  deliver  men  from  their 
cidition  of  death,  is  that  sin  not  infinitely  increased  ? This  is 
t add  infinity  to  infinity  in  the  way  of  sin  and  demerit ; and  is 
ts,  as  a cause,  not  adequate  to  eternal  punishment?  W e can- 
it,  even  by  the  utmost  stretch  of  the  imagination,  fully  eom- 
jehend  the  evil  of  sin.  Connecting  itself  with  our  immortality 
imust  condition  our  whole  beiDg,  not  only  in  time,  but  through- 
(t  the  whole  circle  of  a boundless  existence  heieaiter. 

But  if  any  one  should  still  ask,  What  can  man  do  to  merit 
jdless  punishment?  we  answer  by  asking  another  question, 
hat  can  man  do  to  merit  eternal  life?  Then  we  answer  both 
Igether  by  saying,  Man  can  accept  or  reject  Christ,  the  only  and 
rfinite  Saviour  of  the  world;  and  as  eternal  lile  is  the  fair  and 
gitimate  result  of  the  first  act,  so  also  is  everlasting  puuish- 
ent  the  fair  and  legitimate  result  of  the  other.  The  cases  are 
itirely  parallel;  the  argument  is  strictly  faithful,  and  the  con- 
usion  must  be  convincing. 

Moreover,  from  the  view  of  the  case  taken  by  this  text,  it  must 
| ipear  evident  to  all  that  the  simple  fact  that  Christ  purposed  to 
ie  for  all,  does  not  by  any  means  constrain  the  conclusion  that, 
lerefore  all  will  be  finally  saved.  I he  fact  that  all  weie  com 
rehended  in  his  intention  when  he  died,  does  not  argue  that, 
iji  case  all  should  not  be  saved,  he  would  be  disappointed, 
hrist’s  purpose  comprehended  all,  not  in  the  absolute  sense  of  the 
mrd  which  would  force  or  necessitate  the  Salvation  of  all.  Ibis 
irould  stab  the  very  life  of  man’s  freedom,  and  take  from  his  acts 
11  moral  character ; for  what  would  be  the  moral  worth  even  of 
digion,  if  man  were  compelled  (if  you  can  conceive  such  a thing) 
) possess  it  ? Surely  Christ’s  purpose  was  not  of  this  character  ; 
>r  if  it  were  necessary  to  save  men  by  destroying  tbeii  fioodom 
f volition  and  conduct,  aud  in  this  their  moral  character  and  re- 
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sponsibility,  he  would  no  doubt  have  prevented  the  necessity 1 
it  altogether,  by  binding  his  will  and  preventing  his  choice 
fore  the  fall.  But  his  purpose  in  dying  for  all  was  of  such  a c 
ractcr  as  to  be  consistent  with  these  necessary  attributes  of  ma 
nature,  and  such  as  would  throw  man,  after  all,  over  upon 
own  spontaneous  activity  under  the  influences  of  the  spirit ' 
God  Ilis  purpose  was  to  die  for  all,  in  the  sense  of  making 
possible  for  all  to  be  saved,  not  necessary ; leaving  the  respot 
bility  of  the  actual  appropriation  of  his  death  with  each  indi 
dual.  Whether  few  or  many  shall  therefore  be  saved,  in  eitl 
case  the  purpose  of  Christ  will  be  met,  since  the  possibility ; 
all  to  be  saved  is  at  hand. 


Besides  this,  if  the  cause  of  endless  punishment  is  mthe  ma 
and  not  outside  of  him,  what  will  the  death  of  Christ,  as  an  h 
toric  fact  simply,  avail  in  the  case  ? If  the  power  of  that  fact 
not  brought  into  actual,  living  contact  with  his  nature  and  cb 
racter,  so  as  to  remove  the  cause,  how  can  he  prevent  the  effeoi 
Sin,  as  an  inward  cause  of  endless  punishment,  has  pervadi 
man’s  whole  being,  body,  soul  and  spirit,  has  confused  all  h 
moral  powers,  and  corrupted  his  very  blood;  this  is  his  wicke 
ness,  which  can  only  be  removed  by  an  actual  appropriation  < 
Christ’s  infinite  merits.  Hence  the  absolute  duties  of  repen 
ance  and  faith,  insisted  upon  in  every  part  of  God’s  revelation; 
Without  this,  the  death  of  Christ  can  only  serve  to  aggravate  th 
doom  of  men  by  increasing  the  sin  of  rejection. 

The  conclusion  from  the  foregoing,  that  sin,  as  a cause  of  enc 
less  woe,  is  just  as  adequate  as  righteousness  is  in  relation  to  etei 
nal  life,  is  confirmed  by  the  fact  that,  in  both  these  cases,  the  jus 
tice  of  God  is  met  and  satisfied.  In  the  case  of  the  righteous 
God  s justice  is  satisfied  by  Christ  in  them;  in  the  case  of  tb 
wicked,  it  is  satisfied  by  themselves.  They  that  reject  Chris 
must,  by  a punishment  in  their  own  persons,  meet  the  demand; 
of  God’s  law ; they  must  sustain  the  same  wrath  that  descendec 
upon  Christ ; they  must  work  out  the  same  results,  in  relatioi 
to  justice,  in  and  by  themselves,  that  Christ  did  work  out  foi 
those  who  have  accepted  him.  Can  this  be  done  by  endless  pun- 
ishment ? Endless  ! Endless ! Eternal  punishment ! What  can 
we  know  ? One  thing  we  can  say : This  is  at  least  the  nearest 
approximation  that  the  human  mind  can  conceive — a punishment 


ENDLESS  PUNISHMENT. 


31 


ODicnsurate  in  duration  with  the  dignity  of  the  crime.  As  the 
,es  infinite,  the  other  must  be  eternal. 

Qis  is  most  clearly  the  doctrine  of  this  text,  and  of  the  whole 
•r  ture  upon  this  point.  Looking  at  it  in  all  its  parts,  in  all 
g dations  and  bearings,  there  can  indeed  he  no  doubt  of  its 
m in  every  earnestly  reflecting  mind. 

I t the  representative  of  the  system  of  universal  salvation, 
iicbas  been  objecting  to  the  doctrine  of  endless  punishment  be- 
,ui  he  could  see  no  adequate  cause  for  such  an  effect,  now 
y “ We  do  not  reject  Christ,  but,  on  the  other  hand,  depend 
aily  upon  his  death  for  salvation.”  Does  he  not  in  this  re- 
-a;,  acknowledge  the  very  thing  which  he  has  just  denied, 
z the  infinite  evil  of  sin  ? Is  not  the  death  of  Christ,  upon 
h;h  he  says  they  depend,  an  infinite  fact  ? And  why  depend 
o<  an  infinite  fact,  if  the  sin  from  which  it  is  designed  to  de- 
T(,  is  not  correspondingly  great?  Here  he  acknowledges  sin 
) : an  infinite  evil,  and  this,  as  a cause,  must,  from  his  own 
ibowledgement,  be  adequate  to  an  infinite  effect  Lternal 
3®. 

jt  do  they  truly  depend  on  the  death  of  Christ?  Cou  a 
a ing  man  be  said,  in  any  true  sense,  to  depend  on  bread  to 
min  his  life,  if  he  refused  in  the  proper  and  legitimate  way, 
i Appropriate  it  to  his  system?  To  depend  on  the  death  of 
bst  as  a fact  wholly  outside  of  them,  is  like  the  man  and  the 
rid  which  never  come  together.  And  besides,  such  depend- 
a would  regard  the  causes  of  future  life  and  death  to  be 
•Illy  outward.  This  is  the  very  error  which  is  denied  in  the 
i:  from  first  to  last.  It  is  outward  and  inward  in  both  cases, 
therefore,  the  death  of  Christ,  as  an  external  and  objective 
u in  the  history  of  our  world,  is  not,  by  repentance  and  faith, 
i.e  at  the  same  time  to  be  internal  and  subjective  also ; to  live 
n s by  the  power  of  the  Holy  Ghost,  and  thus  make  us  die 
elyunto  sin  and  live  unto  God,  it  can  have  no  other  effect 
hi  to  increase  our  guilt  and  aggravate  our  condemnation, 
basing  practically  to  appropriate  the  merits  of  Christ  s death, 
hi  do  plainly  reject  the  whole  power  of  salvation,  and  assume 
^obligation  to  meet  God’s  demands  by  their  own  sufferings. 

'o  be  in  Christ  is  to  be  connected  with  the  grace  that  qualifies 
iband  leads  to  Heaven  ; but  to  be  out  of  Christ,  is  to  be  in  a 
sfce  of  wickedness,  connected  with  the  power  of  sin,  the  natural 
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end  of  which,  by  the  law  of  its  own  being,  is  death,  that  is,  s 
aration  for  the  life  of  Heaven.  “ The  wages  of  sin” — itsj 
and  equitable  earnings — “ is  death.”  To  all  out  of  Christ,  1* 
thus  practically  and  really  beyond  his  merits,  God  is  aconsumj 
fire.  Just  as  in  the  case  of  a crew  sailing  upon  the  surfaeff 
the  ocean  to  some  distant  haven,  to  be  in  the  ship  is  to  be  savi 
but  to  be  out  of  it,  is  to  be  at  once  in  the  element  of  destructi| 
He  that  will  not,  by  repentance  and  faith,  appropriate  the  i 
nite  merits  of  Christ,  and  by  this  means  have  the  infinite  ca 
of  death  in  him  eradicated,  must  allow  that  cause  tocontinui 
all  its  great  power  ; and  whither,  ultimately,  can  it  lead  the  n 
but  to  the  death  that  dieth  not!  Just  as  directly  as  the  c 
pass  points  to  the  pole.-,  and  by  a necessity  equally  natural,  | 
far  greater,  does  sin  point  to  death  and  destruction.  Noth 
can  divert  this  tendency  or  break  this  dreadful  necessity,  but 
power  of  Christ’s  life  appropriated  by  faith  through  the  ac 
agency  of  the  Holy  Ghost.  Let  all  then  see  the  infinite  evi 
sin  in  them  as  the  cause  of  punishment,  so  that,  in  seeking 


escape  the  effect,  they  may  aim,  by  faith  in  Christ,  to  eradi  * 


the  cause.  He  is  the  Rock  cleft  for  sinners,  but  only  sue! 
hide  in  him,  will  escape  the  coming  storm. 

The  facts,  then,  brought  into  immediate  relation  to  each  o! 
are : I.  All  men  are  immortal.  II.  This  immortality,  in  { 
case  of  different  persons,  will,  after  death,  and  still  more  f 
after  the  judgment,  take  two  opposite  states,  heaven  and  1 
III.  The  direct  causes  of  these  opposite  states  are  righteous) 


and  wickedness  ; the  one  including,  the  other 


excluding, 


infinitely  meritorious  life  of  Christ,  the  only  Saviour  of  mei 
Let  us  here,  concluding,  repeat  the  text,  with  the  prayer 
God  will  lodge  it  deeply  in  every  heart;  make  it  live  in 
preach  to  every  conscience,  until  all  shall  clearly  understand  d 
heartily  believe  the  truth.  “And  these  shall  go  away  into  ei 
lasting  punishment ; but  the  righteous  into  life  eternal.v 


